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Difficult times in agriculture have affected not only farmers but also 
their farm supply/grain marketing cooperatives. This study analyzes recent 
changes in the financial condition and performance of most of the state's 
independent, locally owned cooperatives. 
This report is similar in purpose and structure to a study of 1983 data 
done by Ratchford, Cramer, Omezzine and Griffith (Special Report 326, 1985), 
a study of 1978 data by Ratchford, Devino, McCutcheon and Thomas (Special 
Report 272, 1981) and a report using 1970 data by Gries and Torgerson {Special 
Report 157, 1973). There are several differences, however, in the types of 
analysis. The major differences are: (1) an omission of two super-locals, 
(2) a matching of the records of the same 88 cooperatives for 1983 and 1985, 
and (3) a short analysis of 11 cooperatives that have closed or merged since 
1983. 
The combined sales of the state's two largest local cooperatives exceeded 
one-fifth the sales of the other 88 cooperatives. Consequently, a large shift 
in any financial result of these two large firms affected very noticeably the 
results for a 11 90 firms. We, therefore, concluded that we could present a 
better picture of what was occurring in the more typical locals by omitting 
the two largest firms. 
Confining the analysis to 88 firms for which we have financial records 
for 1983 and 1985 permits a clearer comparison of results. The trade-off is 
*Gratitude is expressed to Professors C. Brice Ratchford and Charles L. Cramer 
for their assistance. This study was partially financed by USDA-ACS 
Cooperative Agreement 58-3J31-50018. 
2 
that this report does not include the entire population of farm supply/ 
marketing cooperatives. We omitted about a half dozen firms whose records 
were not available in either 1983 or 1985, or both, as well as the two 
superlocals described previously. Two firms in 1985 were slightly enlarged by 
the absorption of two smaller and formerly independent cooperatives. 
Fi sea 1 years of cooperatives vary greatly. Generally, those described 
here ended sometime between September 1982 and August 1983 and between 
September 1984 and August 1985. 
Balance Sheets 
The 1983-85 period was one of gradua 1 retrenchment for Missouri 1 oca 1 s. 
Combined total assets declined 4.7% in nominal terms (Table 1) and about 11.7% 
in real terms (after adjusting for a CPI rise of 8.0%). By comparison, 
combined total assets in real terms fell about 8% per year (simple average) 
from 1978 to 1983 (SR326). Combined net worth declined 1.6%, so that net 
worth as a fraction of assets rose almost two percentage points (to 53.2%) 
while the liability fraction fell by a similar amount. 
Within liabilities, the combined total of term liabilities fell greatly 
while the combined total of current liabilities stayed nearly constant. While 
most of this shift represents a strengthening of balance sheets through 
repayment of long term debt, some of it in a few weaker cooperatives (low net 
worth and/or low net worth to assets) represents a shifting from term debt to 
almost entirely current debt--held usually by a regional cooperative. 
On the asset side, the proportion of fixed assets has fallen while the 
fraction of other assets has risen. There had been a long-term downward trend 
from 1970 to 1983 in the proportion of fixed assets, which suggested 
cooperatives were 1 ivi ng off their depreciation rather than restoring and 
improving their physical plants. The fact that net fixed assets fell 10.5% 
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while total assets fell 4.7% indicates that trend still persists. 11 0ther 
assets" in these cooperatives are generated mainly by equity allocations 
rebated by the regionals in lieu of cash patronage refunds. Accountants have 
recommended that members of MFA Inc. substantially write down their equity in 
that firm. Some local boards followed that advice in 1985 and some did not. 
In 1986, Farmland announced a substantial write-down of its equity held by 
locals. However, this write-down was too recent to affect these 1985 results. 
Working capital (current assets less current liabilities) declined from 
1983 to 1985. While working capital was still at a satisfactory level for 
most cooperatives, in several, it was negative. 
The combined ba 1 ance sheet of these 88 1 oca 1 s 1 ooks vi ab 1 e. It is 
apparent, however, that a considerable write-down of 11 other assets" should 
take place in 1986-87 that will result in a several percentage point drop in 
net worth. 
Income Statements 
These 88 cooperatives had a decline in combined net sales of 14.0% from 
1983 to 1985 (Table 2). The combined farm supply sales in the nation•s top 
100 cooperatives (USDA-ACS data) rose 2.4% from 1983 to 1985. Cash receipts 
for Missouri farmers declined about 3% between those two years. Data for farm 
expenditures in Missouri are not yet available for 1985. The average sales of 
a random sample of elevators licensed by the Missouri Department of 
Agriculture fell nearly 22% from 1983 to 1985 (Kevin Coday, 11 Elevator 
Bankruptcies in Missouri," UMC unpublished paper, 1986). 
Net income rose substantially from 1983 to 85 as both an absolute sum and 
as a percentage of sales (Table 2). Even more impressive is the larger 
increase in net operating income excluding receipt of patronage refunds from 
regionals. 
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Generally, the 1985 income statement 1 oaks better than the 1983 when 
considering the various items as a percentage of sales. It is more useful to 
defer detailed comments to the next section where those firms with net losses 
are separated from those with net earnings in 1983. 
Losers and Gainers 
It is not surprising that there is continuity in financial performance. 
Firms doing well one year tend to do well the next year, while firms in 
trouble one year tend to stay in trouble. Several of the underlying factors 
causing a particular level of performance--level of debt, degree of 
competition in the area, level of management, level of agricultural output in 
the area--tend to persist over time. Table 3 helps measure the continuity of 
financial performance. The data also helps highlight differences in the 
income statements of gainers and losers. 
Forty cooperatives had net losses in 1983 and 48 had net earnings in 
income. For convenience, we will refer to the cooperatives that made profits 
as 11 gainers 11 and to those that had losses in a particular year as 11 losers. 11 
Those 40 losers lost combined totals of $3,030,000 in 1983 and $1,450,000 in 
1985. Of those 40 losers in 1983, 24 improved their bottom line by 1985, but 
29 still had negative incomes in 1985. Firm losses in 1983 ranged from $1,000 
to $500,000. The biggest turnaround in absolute dollars was the cooperative 
with losses of $500,000 in 1983 and only $48,000 in 1985. Two other 
cooperatives each went from losses of about $300,000 in 1983 to gains of about 
$100,000 in 1985. On the negative side, among those 16 firms increasing their 
losses was one with about $200,000 losses in 1983 and more than $325,000 of 
losses in 1985. 
The 48 cooperatives with net gains in 1983 had approximately the same 
combined net gains in 1985. Of the 48 gainers in 1983: 
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18 increased their gains in 1985 (the largest was a gain from $500 
to $161,000), and 
30 had reduced gains, including 11 that had losses in 1985 (the 
worst was a fall from a $110,000 gain to a $270,000 loss). 
There was continuity in bottom line results. Roughly 3/4 of the gainers 
in 1983 were gainers in 1985 and roughly 3/4 of the losers in 1983 were losers 
in 1985. The continuity, while still there, is diminished when measured in 
terms of improving or worsening the bottom line. Note that 24 (59%) of the 40 
cooperatives with losses in 1983 increased their net incomes by 1985 (Table 4) 
while only 18 (37%) of the 48 cooperatives with 1983 gains increased their net 
incomes by 1985. Perhaps there is both more opportunity and more incentive to 
improve when doing badly than when doing well. 
The group of losers in 1983 (Table 3) had large reductions (17.4%) in net 
sales and the costs of goods sold by 1985. The losers were able to increase 
their average gross margins from 9.2% to 10.4% of sales. Likewise gross 
operating income rose from 12.4% to 14.4% of sales. Total operating expenses, 
however, were not cut as rapidly as sa 1 es, so they rose as a percentage of 
sales. Combined net operating losses in dollars were cut in half; they fell 
as a percentage of sales from 2.2% in 1983 to 1.2% in 1985. 
The group of gainers in 1983 had an 11.7% reduction in sales by 1985 
(Table 3). The gainers increased their average gross margin from 10.6% to 
11.7% in 1985, 1.4 and 1.3 percentage points, respectively, above the 1983 and 
1985 margin percentages for the loser's group. This difference in gross 
margin presumably represents better prices (to the cooperative) obtained in 
buying and/or selling. For example in fertilizer a better margin might be 
obtained by buying cheaper and/or selling higher. The other big difference 
between gainers and losers was in operating expenses. The gainer's operating 
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expenses as a percent of sales were 2.6 points below the losers in 1983 and 
1.4 points below in 1985. The operating expenses percentage was 13.1 in 1970 
and 10.8 in 1978 for Missouri local cooperatives. These 1985 operating 
expense percentages of 14.4 for the gainers and 15.8 for the losers are 
historical highs. Patronage refunds received from regionals were only 0.3% of 
sales for both gainers and losers in 1985, so they were not major determinants 
of their net earnings. 
The two groups of 1983 gainers and losers were each divided into (a) 
those cooperatives that improved their net incomes in 1985 relative to 1983 
and (b) those cooperatives that had a decline in net income in 1985 relative 
to 1983. The contrasting performances measured as a percentage of sales for 
each group are shown in Table 4. It becomes even more obvious that the high 
losses were associated, first, with high operating expenses (17 .5% for the 
losers in 1985 doing worse by 1985) and, second, with below-average margins. 
In contrast, those firms with positive net incomes were associated, first, 
with high margins and, second, with below-average operating expenses. Some of 
the contrast in operating expenses was associated with differences in debt. 
For example, 14 of the 16 firms with high operating costs had local net worths 
(see Table 9 for a definition of local net worth) in 1985 below the 88 firm 
average of 24.5%, while only two of the 18 firms with the 1 owest average 
operating costs of 14.0% had local net worth below the 24.5% average. Note 
also that 11 of the 16 Group I firms were in the smallest sales size group and 
the other five were in the medium size group in 1985. In fact, only one firm 
in that group had sales exceeding $4 million. Thus, the problem of firms with 
worsening losses is mainly in small cooperatives. Eleven of them are located 
in southwest Missouri and all but one were entirely farm supply cooperatives 
(not grain marketers). Interest payments in 1983 were 2.7% of sales for the 
losers and 1.5% for the gainers. 
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In terms of purely short-term benefit to their members, Group II may have 
served its members better than Group IV, which took a much larger margin. Of 
course, over the 1 anger term, Group I I must produce a higher net income in 
order to rotate old equity and provide new capital. 
It is also interesting to note the changes in Table 4. Note for example 
how Group I failed to raise its margin or other income in 1985 above the group 
average for 1983, while Group II raised each of those. 
Losers and Gainers by Size of Cooperative 
The losers and gainers are analyzed by volume of business in Tables 5 and 
6. Note, however, that the losers and gainers in 1985 are grouped according 
to 1985 results rather than according to 1983 results as was done previously. 
While there were 40 gainers in both 1983 and 1985, they were not the same 40 
cooperatives (as explained earlier). 
Size of gains (as measured by net income as % of sales) appears to have 
been negatively related to size of sales in both 1983 and 1985 (Table 6). In 
contrast, size of losses (measured the same) was also negatively related to 
size of sales in 1985, but not in 1983. In 1985, seven of the nine large 
firms had positive earnings, and those earnings were more than four times the 
total losses of the other two firms. The 1985 earnings of the large firms as 
a percentage of sales were not impressive, however. While the large firms had 
30% of the sales in 1985, they had about 20% of the group gains and 6% of the 
group losses.* At the other end of the size range, the small firms had 13.5% 
of the group sales in 1985, 11% of the group gains and 39% of the group 
losses. The medium size firms in 1985 had 56.5% of group sales, 69% of group 
*Coday reports two recent studies in other states finding small elevators to 
be more vulnerable to financial failure than larger ones. (Kevin Coday, 
11 Elevator Bankruptcies in Missouri 11 ). 
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gains and 55% of group losses. In summary, while 40 percent of the smaller 
firms in 1985 did very well, the losses of the other 60 percent were so large 
as to make that group the only one with combined net losses. In contrast, the 
group of large firms did considerably better in 1985 than it did in 1983 and 
did better than the small firms in 1985. 
Income Statement by Gainers and Losers 
and Size of Firm 
Table 7 breaks out the income statement for gainers and losers in 1983 
by size and again for gainers and losers in 1985 by size. Note that margins 
and gross operating income (as percentages) were negatively related to size 
for both gainers and losers for both years. That is, the larger firms had 
lower margins and lower operating incomes. Likewise, gross operating expenses 
were negatively related to size for both years for both groups with partial 
exceptions for 1985 gainers and 1983 losers. 
Measured advantages of gainers over losers by firm size are summarized as 
follows: 
More Higher Lower 
Size of Coo~erative Year other income margins oeerating costs 
Small 183 3.0 points 1.5 pt 0.3 pt 
1 85 3.0 points 1.7 2.4 
Medium 183 2.7 1.5 
185 2.6 2.4 
Large 183 (0.3) 4.8 
185 2.3 0.5 
For the sma 11 er cooperatives, the gainers benefited from more 11 other 
incomeu as well as higher margins and lower operating costs than the losers. 
For the larger sizes, 11 0ther income 11 differences were small and originally in 
favor of the losers. 
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A Further Look at Balance Sheets 
We noted earlier that combined net worth had risen as a percentage of 
assets, which suggested a strengthening of balance sheets. As already seen in 
the income statements, the combined figures can conceal great diversity. 
Forty-four firms increased their percentage net worth between 1983 and 
1985 while 32 decreased it and 12 remained the same (did not change by more 
than 1 percentage point). A distribution of cooperatives by a S-way 
c 1 ass i fica t ion, however, suggests there has been some movement toward the 
extremes--some of those with high net worth increased their ratios while many 
with low net worth had further decreases (Table 8). Such results are 
consistent with the income patterns documented previously in this paper. Note 
that four cooperatives had negative net worths in 1985. Sales of these four 
firms ranged from about $1 million to about $2.5 million in 1985. 
As noted, the value of the 11 0ther assets 11 in local balance sheets is 
probably overstated, given the financial difficulties of the regionals, whose 
equity is represented in these 11 0ther assets. 11 Thus, more attention needs to 
be given by local boards to their local net worth; that is, their net worth 
minus the 11 0ther assets." Combined local net worth for the 88 firms was 24.2% 
in 1983 and was virtually unchanged at 24.5% in 1985. 
Thirty-nine cooperatives increased their percentage of local net worth, 
an equal number decreased it, and 10 maintained it. The decreases ranged as 
high as 90 points, while the maximum increase was 19. Consequently, the 
distribution pattern of local net worth (Table 9) shows a movement toward the 
lower (and negative) percentages. More than a third of the cooperatives 
had local net worths of 25% or less in 1985, including about one in six that 
had negative local net worths. 
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The percentage of assets in regional equities ("other assets") is the 
difference between net worth and local net worth. Table 10 shows the 
distribution of cooperatives in terms of regional equities as well as sales 
and earnings. Note a considerable shift toward the higher equities group 
between 1983 and 1985. The maximum percentage (regional equities to total 
assets) of any cooperative was 48% in 1983 but six firms exceeded 48% in 1985. 
Note that there is a weak relationship of average sales to percentage regional 
equities. In both years, the firms with the lowest percentage had about one-
and-a-half times the sales of the firms with the highest percentage of 
regional equities. Likewise, the same weak relationship holds for regional 
equities and average earnings. The group with more than 34% regional equities 
averaged negative earnings. A similar relationship was found for 1978. This 
relationship is probably more a symptom than a cause. In other words, 
cooperatives in continued financial trouble are forced to reduce their current 
and fixed assets, but the regional equ i ties are the one item they ordinarily 
cannot liquidate. This 1985 group of 36 cooperatives with the highest 
regional equities included 10 of the 15 with negative local net worth and 
included 20 of the 40 firms with negative earnings in 1985. On the other 
hand, the group also included some firms in 1985 that had so little debt that 
they had moderate to high local net worth despite regional equities exceeding 
34%. For example, 14 of these 36 firms had local net worth above 25% in 1985 
and 12 of those 14 had positive earnings. Thus, the evidence indicates 
earnings are affected more by debt burden than by percentage of regional 
equities (which has some rough, positive relation to debt burden). 
How do the balance sheets look for the three size groups of cooperatives? 
The mid-size cooperatives had the highest percentage of both net worth and 
local net worth in 1985 (Table 11). The net worth of the large cooperatives 
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was 19 percent below that of the mid size group in 1985. Their difference in 
local net worth was less extreme (11 points) because the large group had about 
7% less of its assets in regional equities ("other assets"). The large group 
also had the largest percentage of net fixed assets and the largest percent-
ages of debt--both current and term. Note that only the smallest cooperatives 
had declines in net worth and local net worth between 1983 and 1985. 
The largest shift in the balance sheet from 1983 to 1985 was the shifting 
from term to current debt. There was some shifting for each size group, 
although the largest shift was for the small cooperatives (for reasons noted 
earlier). 
Financial Ratios 
Financial ratios are helpful in appraising financial performance and 
liquidity. The ratios for the total group in the last two columns of Table 12 
show the 1985 and 1983 results. L i qui di ty went down as measured by both 
ratios. However, leverage also went down except for the first ratio of 
current liabilities to net worth. Profitability ratios rose except for the 
return on investment in the regional cooperative. Activity ratios went down 
from 1983 to 1985 except for the ratio of sales to working capital. 
The presentation of financial ratios by size of cooperative groups in 
Table 12 shows there are sometimes substantial differences between size 
groups. Generally, except for the activity ratios and two of the 
profitability ratios, the middle size cooperatives had the more acceptable 
financial ratios in 1985. 
the most highly leveraged. 
The largest cooperatives were the least liquid and 
The sales-to-working-capital ratio of 243 for the 
largest firms indicates an unusually low level of working capital. 
A comparison of financial ratios of 1985 losers and gainers in Table 13 
shows some large differences. Generally the gainers had nearly twice the 
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liquidity and less than half the leverage (except for fixed assets) of the 
losers. Profitability ratios were markedly different, of course. However, 
even the gainers did not have the returns to assets and net worth that are 
essential to long continued viability. Some experts recommend a return to net 
worth of 20%. Activity ratios are rather a mixed bag that provides few clues 
concerning comparative profitability of the two groups. 
Generally the ratios for even the gainers fell outside (or below) the 
suggested guidelines (Special Report 326). It is no surprise, of course, that 
the extraordinary difficulties of the last few years have not permitted 
cooperatives to generate satisfactory financial performance. Missouri's 
cooperatives in 1970 and 1978 had better profitability ratios than in 1983 or 
1985. However, even in those years, their liquidity was low and their 
leverage was high. Cooperatives, by their very nature, have difficulties in 
obtaining equity capital, and the temptation has been strong to leverage it 
highly. There has been a trend since 1970, however, toward reducing leverage, 
but not toward improving liquidity. 
Cooperatives that Exited 1983 to 1985 
From the 1983 records on 11 Missouri cooperatives that either closed or 
were merged into other cooperatives by 1985, some comparisons with survivors 
are useful. 
The exiting cooperatives were generally small. 
$91,000 to $2,160,000 with an average of $645,000. 
Their assets ranged from 
Their 1983 sa 1 es ranged 
from $240,000 to $4,360,000 with an average of $1,730,000. The exiting 
cooperatives were generally losing money. Ten of the 11 had losses in 1983 
ranging from $10,000 to $200,000. Exit group losses were -3.6% of sales 
compared to -2.2% for the loser survivors and 1.7% earnings for the 1983 
gainers. 
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Other characteristics of the exit groups in 1983 that might have raised 
concern included the following: 
(1) Seven of the 11 had negative local net worth. 
(2) Eight of the 11 had net worth/total asset ratios of 50% or less. 
(3) Nine of the 11 had working capital of less than $50,000 including 
five with negative working capital. 
(4) The group gross margin at 9.8% of sales was comparable to that of 
the survivors (9.7% for losers and 10.6% for winners in 1983), but 
the group operating expenses were out of control at 16.8% (compared 
to 15.0% for losers and 12.4% for winners). Operating expenses for 
the exit group included interest costs of 2.0% of sales. 
(5) All of the liquidity, leverage and profitability ratios of the exit 
group compared unfavorably to the ratios of the surviving losers in 
1983 (Table 14). 
Conclusions 
1. There is great diversity of financial performance among Missouri farm 
supply and grain marketing cooperatives. The early 1980s has been a 
difficult time for most of them. 
2. Earnings rose 1983 to 1985, although they were still generally low. In 
both 1983 and 1985, 48 cooperatives reported net earnings and 40 reported 
losses. About 75 percent of the losers the first year were losers in the 
later years, and 75 percent of the gainers continued to be gainers. The 
losers in 1983 as a group cut their losses in half by 1985, however, 
while the gainers in 1983 as a group had a 30% decline in their combined 
earnings in 1985. 
3. Those cooperatives that were gainers generally took higher margins and 
had lower operating costs (both measured as percent of sales) than the 
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losers. The cooperatives with positive earnings in 1983 had operating 
expenses that were 2.6% less of sales than the operating expenses of the 
cooperatives with 1 asses. Nearly half of that 2. 6% difference occurred 
because interest expense (included in operating expenses) of the gainers 
was 1. 2% 1 ess of sa 1 es than was interest expense of the 1 osers. The 
gainers in 1985 had net earnings of 1.9% of sales, while the losers had 
net losses of 2.5% of sales. About 1.1% of that 4.4% gap can be 
associated with higher interest costs of the loser group. While the size 
of the interest burden was important in explaining the difference in 
operating costs of the gainers and losers, it was not the only factor. 
For the smallest cooperatives, the gainers also earned much more in 
"other income" (service fees and interest on accounts receivable, etc.) 
than the losers. 
4. Size of a cooperative•s sales had a weak positive relationship to the 
size of its earnings. The small (under $2 million sales) cooperatives 
group had the highest fraction with losses (3/5 in both 1983 and 1985) 
and their combined losses exceeded their combined earnings in both years. 
The middle-size group had better earnings than the larger-size group 
(more than $8 million sales) in 1983, but the large group did better in 
1985. 
5. The balance sheets show great diversity and there has been some tendency 
for the weak firms to grow worse and the strong ones to grow better, 
1983-1985. 
6. Combined local net worth for the 88 firms was 24.2% of total assets in 
1983 and 24.5% in 1985. On the other hand, net worth rose from 51.6% to 
53.2% of total assets 1983 to 1985. This contrast reflects the fact that 
all assets except "other assets" (regional equities) declined. These 
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equities will likely be written down in 1986 and/or later, thus reducing 
the gap between local net worth and net worth. 
7. The 48 profitable cooperatives in 1985 had nearly twice the liquidity and 
less than half the leverage of the losers in 1985. Even this profitable 
group did not have either the earnings or the liquidity that would meet 
the guidelines suggested in Special Report 326. 
Table 1 --
Assets 
Current 
Other 
Net fixed 
Total 
Liabilities 
Current 
Term 
Total 
Net worth 
Table 2 --
Net sales 
Cost of goods 
sold 
Gross margin 
Other income 
Gross operating 
income 
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Consolidated balance sheet for 88 locally owned farm supply and 
marketing cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 and 1985. 
Percent of total assets 
Totals Change Change 
1983 1985 83 to 85 1983 1985 83 to 85 
--
- - - (000) Percent 
66,560 63,453 - 4.7 50.3 50.3 0 
36,241 36,237 0 27.4 28.7 1.3 
29,609 26,514 -10.5 22.3 21.0 1.3 
132,410 126,204 - 4.7 100.0 100.0 0 
48' 122 50,544 5.0 36.3 40.1 3.8 
16,010 8,481 -47.0 12.1 6.7 -5 . 4 
64,132 59,025 - 8.0 48.4 46.8 -1.6 
68,278 67,179 - 1.6 51.6 53.2 1.6 
Consolidated income statement for 88 locally owned farm supply 
and marketing cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 and 1985. 
Percent of total sales 
Totals Change Change 
1983 1985 83 to 85 1983 1985 83 to 85 
--
(000) - - - Percent 
349,029 300,082 -14.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 
314,021 266,518 -15.1 90.0 88.8 -1.2 
34,958 33,564 - 4.0 10.0 11.2 1.2 
11,476 11,492 0.1 3.3 3.8 0.5 
46,434 45,056 - 3.0 13.3 15.0 1.7 
Operating expenses 46,901 44,820 - 4.4 13.4 14.9 1.5 
Net operating 
income -467 236 150.6 - 0.1 0.1 0.2 
Patronage received 1,155 914 -20.8 0.3 0.3 0.0 
Income tax 123 112 - 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
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Table 3 -- Condensed income statement for gainers and losers among 88 locally owned cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 and 1985 
Net sales 
Gross Margin 
Other Income 
Gross Operating Income 
Operating Expense 
Net Operating Income 
Net Income 
Net sales 
Gross Margin 
Other Income 
Gross Operating Income 
Operating Expense 
Net Operating Income 
Net Income 
40 Cooperatives with losses in 83 (an unchanging group) 
1983 1985 
141,137 116,577 
12,926 12,134 
4,545 4,362 
17,471 16,496 
21,153 18,375 
- 3,682 - 1,879 
- 3,030 - 1,450 
Change 
1983-85 
-17.4% 
- 6.1 
- 4.0 
- 5.6 
-13.1 
+49.0 
+52.2 
Percentage 
Points 
% of sales Change 
1983 1985 1983-85 
100.0% 100.0% 
9.2 10.4 +1.2 
3.2 3.7 +0.5 
12.4 14.2 +1.8 
15.0 15.8 +0.8 
- 2.6 - 1.6 +1.0 
- 2.2 - 1. 2 +1.0 
48 Cooperatives with Gains in 1983 (an unchanging group) 
207,892 
22,032 
6,931 
28,963 
25,748 
3,215 
3,595 
183,504 
21,429 
7,129 
28,558 
26,443 
2,115 
2,489 
-11.7 
- 2.8 
+ 2.8 
- 1.4 
+ 2.7 
-34.2 
-30.5 
100.0% 
10.6 
3.3 
13.9 
12.4 
1.6 
1.7 
100.0% 
11.7 
3.9 
15.6 
14.4 
1.2 
1.4 
+1.1 
+0.6 
+1.7 
+2.0 
-0.4 
-0.3 
Table 4 -- Selected 1983 and 1985 income statement ratios of 88 cooperatives sorted by initial profit or 
loss 1983, and subsequent performance by 1985. 
'83 Losers* 
# of Cooperatives 40 
% of Group Sales: 1983 Results 
Gross Margin 9.2 
Other Income 3.2 
Total Income 12.4 
Operating Expenses 15.0 
Net Operating Income -2.6 
Net Income -2.1 
(I) 
'83 Losses 
Worsened 
by '85 
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(II) 
'83 Losses 
Improved 
by '85 
24 
---1985 Results---
9.2 10.8 
2.9 4.0 
12.1 14.9 
17.5 15.1 
-5.5 -0.3 
-5.2 0.1 
(I II) 
'83 Gains 
Worsened 
'83 Gainers* by '85 
48 30 
(IV) 
'83 Gains 
Improved 
by '85 
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1983 Results ---1985 Results---
10.6 10.5 13.6 
3.3 4.2 3.3 
13.9 14.8 16.9 
12.4 14.6 14.0 
1.5 0.1 2.9 
1.7 0.3 3.1 
Note "losers" refer to those cooperatives experiencing negative earnings and "gainers" refer to those 
cooperatives experiencing positive earnings in the designated year. 
....... 
(X) 
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Table 5 -- Consolidated net income and net loss information by volume of 
sales for 88 locally owned farm supply and marketing 
cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 and 1985 
Year 
1983 Data 
Number of cooperatives 
% of cooperatives with gains 
Net income (000) 
Net sales (000) 
Number of cooperatives 
Net loss (000) 
Net sales (000) 
1985 Data 
Number of cooperatives 
% of cooperatives with gains 
Net income (000) 
Net sales (000) 
Number of cooperatives 
Net loss (000) 
Net sales (000) 
Annual sales volume 
Less than $2 to 8 
$2 million million 
More than 
$8 mi 11 ion Total 
Cooperatives with positive net income, 1983 
11 
38% 
312 
13,539 
32 
64% 
2,162 
133,465 
5 
56% 
1,121 
60,888 
48 
55% 
3,595 
207,892 
Cooperatives with net loss, 1983 
18 
-447 
21,510 
18 
-1,449 
70,216 
4 
-1,134 
49,411 
40 
-3,030 
141,137 
Cooperatives with positive net income, 1985 
14 27 7 48 
41% 60% 78% 55% 
416 2,517 714 3,647 
17,821 109,574 68,718 196 '113 
Cooperatives with net loss, 1985 
20 18 2 40 
-1,018 -1,433 -157 -2,608 
22,704 60,091 21,174 103,969 
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Table 6 -- Distribution of sales and earnings by size of cooperative for 
88 farm cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 and 1985 
Cooperatives Annual Sales Volume 
with 
income gains < $2 million $2 to $8 mi 11 ion > $8 million 
1983 1985 1983 1985 1983 1985 
Net income as 
% of sales 2.3% 2.3% 1.6% 2.3% 1.8% 1.0% 
Average net 
income per 
firm ($000) 28 30 68 93 224 102 
Group sales as 
% total sales 3.9% 5.9% 38.2% 36.5% 17.4% 22.9% 
Group gains as 
% total gains 8.7% 11.4% 60.1% 69.0% 31.2% 19.6% 
Cooperatives 
with 
net losses 
Net loss as 
% of sales -2.1% -4.5% -2.1% -2.4% -2.3% -0.7% 
Average net 
loss per 
firm ($000) -25 -51 -80 -80 -284 -78 
Group sales as 
% total sales 6.2% 7.6% 20.1% 20.0% 14.2% 7.1% 
Group 1 osses as 
% tota 1 1 osses 14.8% 39.0% 47.8% 55.0% 37.4% 6.0% 
21 
Table 7 -- Income statement data as a percent of net sales for 88 locally 
owned farm supply and marketing cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 
and 1985 
Coo~ Sales Coo~ Sales 
Less More Less More 
than than than than 
$2 $2 to $8 $8 $2 $2 to $8 $8 
mi 11 ion mi 11 ion million mi 11 ion million mi 11 ion 
----------------Percent of net sales-----------------
1983 Coops with net loss 1983 Coops with net profit 
Sales 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Cost of goods sold 88.6 91.7 90.6 87.1 89.9 90.9 
Gross margin 11.4 8.3 9.4 12.9 11.0 9.1 
Other income 2.2 3.3 3.6 5.2 3.0 3.6 
Gross operating income 13.6 11.6 13.0 18.1 14.0 12.7 
Operating expense 16.0 14.2 15.7 15.7 12.7 10.9 
Net operating income - 2.4 - 2.6 - 2.7 2.2 1.4 1.8 
Patronage received 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.2 
Income tax - 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 
Net income - 2.1 - 2.1 - 2.3 2.3 1.6 1.8 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1985 Coops with net loss 1985 Coops with net profit 
Sales 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Cost of goods sold 88.8 90.7 90.5 87.1 88.1 88.2 
Gross margin 11.2 9.3 9.5 12.9 11.9 11.8 
Other income 3.0 3.7 4.9 6.0 3.5 3.9 
Gross operating income 14.2 13.0 14.4 18.9 15.4 15.7 
Operating expenses 18.9 15.7 15.6 16.5 13.3 15.1 
Net operating income - 4.7 - 2.7 - 1.2 2.3 2.1 0.7 
Patronage received 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.4 
Income tax - 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 
Net income - 4.5 - 2.4 - 0.7 2.3 2.3 1.0 
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Table 8 -- Range in net worth as a percent of total assets for 88 farm 
supply and grain marketing cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 and 
1985 
Net worth to -------Number of firms-------
total assets 1983 1985 
(Percent range) 
Less than 0 
0 - 25 
25.1 - 50 
50.1 - 75 
75.1 - 100 
Total 
Table 9 --
Local net worth 
total assets 
(Percent range) 
Less than zero 
0 - 25 
25.1 - 50 
50.1 - 75 
75.1 - 100 
Total 
0 
5 
22 
42 
19 
88 
4 
8 
20 
36 
20 
88 
Range in local net worth as a percent of total assets for 88 
farm supply and grain marketing cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 
and 1985 
Number of firms 
1983 1985 
7 
32 
32 
16 
1 
88 
15 
26 
28 
18 
1 
88 
Ratio of LNW/TA 
in 85 relative 
to 83 
Same 
Increased 
Decreased 
Number of 
firms 
10 
39 
39 
88 
Note : Local net worth is defined as net worth minus 11 0ther assets ... 
Table 10 --
Regional 
equities 
as a % of 
total assets 
< 18 
18.1 to 24 
24.1 to 28 
28.1 to 34 
> 34 
Totals 
Note: 
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Performance of 88 locally owned farm supply and marketing 
cooperatives in Missouri arrayed by the percent of regional 
equities/total assets, 1983 and 1985 
Number --------------Sales--------------
Coops Total (000) Average (000) 
Average net 
Income 
83 85 83 85 
10 14 51,846 65,762 
11 13 53,079 39,163 
21 10 76,226 33,766 
23 15 89,034 56,773 
23 36 78,844 104,617 
88 88 349,029 300,081 
83 85 83 85 
5,185 4,697 67,014 38,970 
4,825 3,013 51,486 19,158 
3,630 3,377 3,580 46,888 
3,871 3,785 9,386 12,446 
3,428 2,906 -41,856 -11,433 
11 0ther assets 11 are a proxy for the locals• regional equities. 
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Table 11 -- Changes in asset and liability composition for 88 locally owned 
farm supply and marketing cooperatives in Missouri from 1983 to 
1985 based on 1985 sales categories 
---------------1985 sales volume category--------------
Less than $2 to $8 More than 
$2 mi 11 ion million $8 mi 11 ion 
----------------Percent of total assets----------------
83 85 83 85 83 85 
-- -- --
--
Assets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Current 53.0 50.4 50.4 49.7 49.0 51.2 
Other 29.4 32.2 29.5 30.9 23.0 23.9 
Net fixed 17.6 17.4 20.1 19.4 28.0 24.9 
Liabilities 
Current 29.3 37.5 33.1 34.3 44.5 50.3 
Term 13.8 7.4 9.3 5.4 15.8 8.6 
Total 43.1 44.9 42.4 39.7 60.-4 58.9 
Net Worth 56.9 55.1 57.6 60.3 39.6 41.1 
Local Net Worth 32.2 22.9 27.9 29.4 15.3 17.2 
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Table 12 -- Financial ratios for 88 locally owned farm supply and marketing 
cooperatives in Missouri, 1983 and 1985 
Ratio 1985 Sales volume 
Less than $2 to 8 More than 1985 1983 
$2 million mi 11 ion $8 mi 11 ion Total Total 
--
Number of coops 34 45 9 88 88 
Liquidity ratios 
Current ratio 1.34 1.45 1.02 1.26 1.38 
Acid test 0.78 0.79 0.51 0.67 0.80 
Leverage ratios 
Current liabilities: net worth 0.68 0.57 1.22 0.75 0.70 
Term liabilities: net worth 0.13 0.09 0.21 0.13 0.23 
Total liabilities: net worth 0.82 0.66 1.43 0.88 0.94 
Fixed assets: net worth 0.32 0.32 0.61 0.39 0.43 
Profitability ratios 
% 1 oca 1 return -5.89 1.43 0.66 0.26 -0.48 
% return on investment 
in other coops 1.09 2.39 3.54 2.52 3.18 
% Net income: net worth -6.67 2.64 3.22 1.55 0.83 
% Net income: total assets -3.72 1.59 1.32 0.82 0.43 
Activity ratios 
Sales: working capital 19.43 16.23 243.07 23.25 18.93 
Sales: fixed assets 14.38 12.84 8.57 11.32 11.79 
Sales: total assets 2.51 2.50 2.14 2.38 2.64 
Inventory turnover 10.48 9.81 7.50 9.05 11.19 
Net accounts receivable 
collection period 28.93 28.14 36.82 30.85 33.60 
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Table 13 -- Financial ratios for 88 locally owned farm supply and marketing 
cooperatives in Missouri based on profit or loss status in 1985 
Ratio 
Liquidity ratios 
Current ratio 
Acid test 
Leverage ratios 
Current liabilities: net worth 
Term liabilities: net worth 
Total liabilities: net worth 
Fixed assets: net worth 
Profitability ratios 
% local return 
% return on investment 
in other coops 
% net income: net worth 
% net income: total assets 
Activity ratios 
Sales: working capital 
Sales: fixed assets 
Sales: total assets 
Inventory turnover 
Net accounts receivable 
collection period 
Cooperatives 
with 
losses in 85 
0.95 
0.47 
1. 35 
0.21 
1.56 
0.44 
-10.20 
1. 94 
-15.59 
-6.09 
NWC 
14.08 
2.43 
8.74 
29.43 
Suggested Cooperatives 
Guidelines with profits 
SR326 in 85 
1.15-2.00 
1. 31-1.35 
.37-.42 
.12-.13 
.50-.54 
.31-.40 
> 5.6 
> 10.0 
> 9.2 
> 6.1 
10.00-10.50 
10.75-13.00 
2.77-2.82 
10.55-13.15 
24.50-26.00 
1.51 
0.84 
0.55 
0.10 
0.65 
0.38 
5.16 
2.89 
7.23 
4.37 
13.87 
10.25 
2.35 
9.23 
31.60 
Note: NWC indicates negative working capital. 
27 
Table 14 -- Financial ratios for 11 Missour i cooperatives that exited 
between 1983 and 1985 compared to 40 cooperatives with 1983 net 
losses that survived 
Ratio 
Liquidity ratios 
Current ratios 
Acid test 
Leverage ratios 
Current liability to net worth 
Term liability to net worth 
Total liability to net worth 
Fixed assets to net worth 
Profitability ratios 
% local return 
% return on investment in other 
% net income to net worth 
% net income to total assets 
cooperatives 
11 
Exits 
0.82 
0.42 
1.77 
0.81 
2.58 
0.87 
-16.7% 
3.1 
-38.6 
-10.8 
40 losers 
but survivors 
1.13 
0.66 
1.14 
0.33 
1.47 
0.45 
-9.3% 
3.8 
-13.2 
-5 .4 
